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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is responsive to an AMENDMENT entered July 23, 2007 for the 
patent application 10/565276. 

Status of Claims 

2. Claims 1-14 were rejected in the last Office Action dated April 24 2007. As a 
response to the April 24, 2007 office action, Applicant has Amended claim 1. 

Claims 1-14 are now pending in this office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described In a printed publication In this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale In this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 

States. 

4. Claims 1-3, 6-7, and 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Moshler (U.S. Patent Number: 4,228,498). 

As to dependent claim 1, Moshier discloses a coupling apparatus for data 
buses (Fig. 1) (see Abstract), comprising: 

a first connecting device for a first data bus (see Col. 18, Lines 18-21); 

a second connecting device for a second data bus, as additional to the first 
connecting device (see Col. 18, Lines 21-24); 
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a data processing device (e.g., processor computations.. function modules), 
connected to the first and the second connecting device to allow data to be 
interchanged between the data buses (see Col. 13, Line 43 to Col. 14, Line 26; and Col. 
16, Lines 40-48); and 

a third connecting device, connected to the data processing device, for a third 
data bus, as additional to the first and second data buses, to allow data to be 
interchanged between the three data buses (see Col. 18, Lines 24-27; and Col. 18, 
Lines 32-38), wherein the second data bus is a different type of bus system than the 
first data bus (e.g., three buses 16a, 16b, 16c) (see Figure 1; and Col. 5, Lines 34-37), 
and the third data bus is a different type of bus system than the first data bus and the 
second data bus (e.g., three buses 16a, 16b, 16c) (see Figure 1; and Col. 5, Lines 34- 
37). 

As to dependent claim 2, Moshier teaches the coupling apparatus as claimed in 
claim 1, wherein the coupling apparatus is configurable (e.g., connecting or configuring) 
(see Abstract). 

As to dependent claim 3, Moshier teaches the coupling apparatus as claimed in 
claim 2, wherein the coupling apparatus is configurable in such a way that the data 
transfer between at least two of the data buses is controllable as a function of the 
semantics of the data to be transmitted (e.g., a control element is connected to each of 
the buses for directing the operation) (see Abstract). 

As to dependent claim 6, Moshier teaches the coupling apparatus as claimed in 
claim 1 , wherein at least one of input and output modules are connectable to the third 
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data bus and are linkable to at least one of the first and the second data bus with the aid 
of the coupling apparatus (see Col. 18, Lines 24-38). 

As to dependent claim 7, Moshier teaches the coupling apparatus as claimed in 
claim 1, including a monitor with a configuration capability (e.g.. monitored... if so 
selected) (see Col. 7. Lines 34-45). 

As to dependent claim 13. Moshier teaches the coupling apparatus as claimed 
in claim 2. wherein input/output modules are connectable to the third data bus and are 
linkable to at least one of the first and the second data bus with the aid of the coupling 
apparatus (see Col. 18, Lines 24-38). 

As to dependent claim 14, Moshier teaches the coupling apparatus as claimed 
in claim 1, including a monitor with a configuration capability (e.g., monitored... if so 
selected) (see Col. 7, Lines 34-45). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomris the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, If the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 4-5 and 8-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Moshier (U.S. Patent Number: 4,228,498) as applied to claims above, and further 
in view of Krivoshein (U.S. Patent Number: 6,449,715). 
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As to dependent claim 4, Moshier teaches the coupling apparatus as claimed in 
claim 1 . as noted above. Moshier clearly teaches the first data bus, but does not 
specify a Profibus. Krivoshein teaches a Profibus (see Krivoshein: Figure 2). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have utilized a Profibus as taught by Krivoshein to the first data 
bus of Moshier to acquire the correct and necessary infomnation pertaining to each of 
the different devices within a device network (see Krivoshein: Col. 13, Line 60 to Col. 
14, Line 23). 

As to dependent claim 5, Moshier teaches the coupling apparatus as claimed in 
claim 1 , as noted above. Moshier clearly teaches the second data bus, but does not 
specifiy an AS-i bus. Krivoshein teaches an AS-lnterface bus (see Krivoshein: Figure 
2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have utilized an AS-lnterface bus as taught by Krivoshein to 
the second data bus of Moshier to acquire the correct and necessary information 
pertaining to each of the different devices within a device network (see Krivoshein: Col. 
1 3. Line 60 to Col. 14, Line 23). 

As to dependent claim 8, Moshier teaches the coupling apparatus as claimed in 
claim 2, as noted above. Moshier clearly teaches the first data bus, but does not 
specify a Profibus. Krivoshein teaches a Profibus (see Krivoshein: Figure 2). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have utilized a Profibus as taught by Krivoshein to the first data 
bus of Moshier to acquire the correct and necessary information pertaining to each of 
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the different devices within a device network (see Krivoshein: Col. 13, Line 60 to Col. 
14, Line 23). 

As to dependent claim 9, Moshler teaches the coupling apparatus as claimed in 
claim 2, as noted above. Moshier clearly teaches the second data bus, but does not 
specifiy an AS-i bus. Krivoshein teaches an AS-lnterface bus (see Krivoshein: Figure 
2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have utilized an AS-lnterface bus as taught by Krivoshein to 
the second data bus of Moshier to acquire the correct and necessary infomnation 
pertaining to each of the different devices within a device network (see Krivoshein: Col. 

13, Line 60 to Col. 14, Line 23). 

As to dependent claim 10, Moshier teaches the coupling apparatus as claimed 
in claim 3, as noted above. Moshier clearly teaches the first data bus, but does not 
specify a Profibus. Krivoshein teaches a Profibus (see Krivoshein: Figure 2). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have utilized a Profibus as taught by Krivoshein to the first data 
bus of Moshier to acquire the correct and necessary information pertaining to each of 
the different devices within a device network (see Krivoshein: Col. 13, Line 60 to Col. 

14. Line 23). 

As to dependent claim 11. Moshier teaches the coupling apparatus as claimed 
in claim 3, as noted above. Moshier clearly teaches the second data bus, but does not 
specifiy an AS-i bus. Krivoshein teaches an AS-lnterface bus (see Krivoshein: Figure 
2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
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the invention was made to have utilized an AS-lnterface bus as taught by Krivoshein to 
the second data bus of Moshier to acquire the correct and necessary information 
pertaining to each of the different devices within a device networl< (see Krivoshein: Col. 
13, Line 60 to Col. 14, Line 23). 

As to dependent claim 12, Moshier teaches the coupling apparatus as claimed 
in claim 4, as noted above. Moshier clearly teaches the second data bus, but does not 
specifiy an AS-i bus. Krivoshein teaches an AS-lnterface bus (see Krivoshein: Figure 
2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art at the time 
the invention was made to have utilized an AS-lnterface bus as taught by Krivoshein to 
the second data bus of Moshier to acquire the conrect and necessary information 
pertaining to each of the different devices within a device network (see Krivoshein: Col. 
13, Line 60 to Col. 14, Line 23). 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's amendment and arguments filed July 23, 2007 have been fully 
considered. The amendment does not overcome the original art rejection and the 
arguments are not persuasive. The following are the Examiner's observations in regard 
thereto. 

Applicant Argues: 

Moshier discloses "a computing apparatus having at least three buses and a plurality of elementary 
function modules in circuit connection therewith. "1 However, Moshier does not disclose a coupling 
apparatus for data buses including connecting devices for the data buses which connect different t ypes of 
bus systems. To the contrary, Moshier discloses "a plurality of buses 16a, 16b, and 16c. Each bus 
comprises a plurality of individual electrical lines, the lines being organized into groups."2 Therefore, the 
buses disclosed by Moshier are each of the same type of bus system. Moshier does not disclose 
connecting devices coupled to data buses or a data processing device which allow data to be 
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interchanged between different t ypes of bus systems. Accordingly, Moshier fails to disclose connecting 
devices coupled to data buses and/or a data processing device which allow data to be interchanged 
between data buses wherein "the second data bus is a different type of bus system than the first data 
bus, and the third data bus is a different type of bus system than the first data bus and the second data 
bus" as required by amended claim 1. 

Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. See office action above for claim limitations disclosed by 
the prior art. The added limitations are very broad. "Different types of bus systems" are 
taught by the prior art by Moshier's three separately distinguishable buses 16a, 16b, 
and 16c. The new limitations are not limited to a Profibus, AS-i bus, or peripheral bus. 
Under such consideration, the prior art teaches different types of bus systems. 



Applicant Argues: 

Applicant respectfully addresses separately the rejection of dependent claim 3. Moshier discloses a 
control element connected to each of the buses for directing the operation of the apparatus. 3 However, 
Moshier does not disclose that the data transfer is controllable based on the type of data to be 
transferred. For example, example embodiments in Applicant's specification at least at paragraph [0008] 
disclose the coupling apparatus may be configured in such a way that the data transfer between two or 
three of the data buses may be controlled as a function of the semantics of the data to be transmitted, for 
example, it may be possible to configure the transmission of standard data differently to that for the 
transmission of safety- relevant or security-relevant data. Accordingly, example embodiments disclosed in 
Applicant's specification may allow for the transfer of data to be controlled based on the type of data, e.g., 
the semantics of the data, to be transferred. Moshier does not disclose transmitting different types of data 
or data having different semantics, let alone a coupling apparatus configurable based on the semantics of 
the data to be transferred. 

Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. In addition to prior art teachings presented in the office 
action above, see Col. 4. Lines 29-45 for data to be placed on the respective bus data 
lines and bus class. Under such considerations, the prior art teaches semantics of the 



data to be transmitted. 
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Applicant Argues: 

Applicant respectfully submits that even assuming for the sake of argument Moshier and Krivoshein are 
combinable (which Applicant does not admit), Krivoshein fails to cure the deficiencies of Moshier with 
respect to amended claim 1 as discussed above. In particular, Applicant respectfully submits that 
Krivoshein clearly fails to disclose a separate connecting device for each data bus, the connecting 
devices and/or a data processing device connecting data buses of different types of bus systems to allow 
data to be interchanged between the data buses. To the contrary, Krivoshein merely discloses a user 
input section 74 which prompts or otherwise enables a user to input information pertaining to any or all of 
the devices.4 Therefore. Kriovshein merely discloses an user input section and not connecting devices 
coupled to data buses and/or a data processing device which allow data to be interchanged between data 
buses wherein "the second data bus is a different type of bus system than the first data bus, and the third 
data bus is a different type of bus system than the first data bus and the second data bus" as required by 
amended claim 1. 

Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. Examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or In the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 
In this case, the differences between the prior art and the claims in issue have been set 
forth. The level of ordinary skill in the art is deemed to be a person who is presumed to 
be aware of all prior art, specifically relating to bus systems. The rejection is based on 
what was known prior to the time the Applicant created the invention and rest on a 



factual basis, and supported by the motivation as noted in the above office action. 
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Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tejal J. Gami whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1035. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Vincent can be reached on (571) 272-3080. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Tech Center 2100 
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